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SUBJECT:  Audit  Rqwrt  on  the  Idaho  Training  Range  Justification 
(Report  No.  95-274) 


We  are  providing  this  audit  rqx)rt  for  review  and  comments.  The  report 
addresses  our  review  of  the  Air  Force’s  Idaho  Training  Range  proposal.  This  audit 
resulted  from  an  overall  review  of  major  ranges  that  the  Deputy  Director,  Test  Facility 
Resources,  Office  for  Test,  Systems  Engineering  and  Evaluation  (formerly  the 
Director,  Test  and  Evaluation),  requested.  We  considered  management  comments  on 
the  draft  of  this  rqiort  in  prqaiing  the  final  report. 

DoD  Directive  7650.3  requires  that  all  recommendations  be  promptly  resolved. 
We  revised  the  recommendations  addressed  to  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Comptroller).  Therefore,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller)  and  the  Air 
Force  Deputy  Chief  of  St^f,  Plans  and  Operations,  are  requested  to  provide  final 
comments  on  the  revised  recommendations  by  August  30,  1995. 


The  courtesies  extended  to  the  audit  staff  are  appreciated.  If  you  have  questions 
on  this  audit,  please  contact  Mr.  Raymond  Spencer,  Program  Director,  at 
(703)  604-9071  (DSN  664-9071)  or  Mr.  Roger  Florence,  Project  Manager,  at 
(703)  604-9067  (DSN  664-9067).  Appendix  A  summarizes  the  potential  benefits  of 
this  report  and  Appendix  C  lists  its  distribution.  The  audit  team  members  are  listed 
inside  the  back  cover. 


Robert  J.  Lieberman 
Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


OfHce  of  the  Inspector  General,  DoD 

Report  No.  95-274  June  30, 1995 

(Project  No.  4AB-5019.01) 

IDAHO  TRAINING  RANGE  JUSTIFICATION 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Introduction.  The  State  of  Idaho,  in  coordination  with  the  Air  Force,  has  proposed 
the  establishment  of  a  new  tactical  training  range  in  southwestern  Idaho,  designated  the 
Idaho  Training  Range  (ITR).  The  new  range  would  supplement  other  rang^  in  the 
region  and  would  provide  training  for  elements  of  the  366th  Wing  at  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard.  The  ITR  would  provide  air-to- 
ground  tactics  training  for  pilots. 

Objective.  The  audit  objective  was  to  review  the  justification  for  the  establishment  of 
the  ITR.  This  audit  resulted  from  a  request  for  an  audit  of  overall  use  of  major  ranges 
from  the  DoD  Deputy  Director,  Test  Facilities  and  Resources,  Office  of  Test  and 
Evaluation  (now  the  Office  for  Test,  Systems  Engineering  and  Evaluation).  The  results 
of  the  overall  audit  were  reported  separately. 

Audit  Results.  We  found  that  the  Air  Force  cost  benefit  analysis  that  supports  the 
proposal  was  prematurely  formulated  because  of  the  lack  of  an  overall  training  plan  for 
the  366th  Wing.  We  did  not  evaluate  the  management  control  program  because  of  the 
limited  scope  of  the  audit  request  and  other  ongoing  audit  work. 

Summary  of  Recommendations.  We  recommended  that  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Comptroller)  withhold  Air  Force  and  Air  National  Guard  funds  related  to 
establishing  the  ITR.  We  also  recommended  that  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff, 
Plans  and  Operations,  expedite  completing  the  366th  Wing  training  plan,  redo  the  cost 
benefit  analysis,  and  provide  those  data  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
review  before  funds  are  released. 

Managment  Comments.  Management  comments  were  received  from  the  Deputy 
Director,  Test,  Systems  Engineerings  and  Evaluation;  the  Assistant  Dq)uty  Comptroller 
(Program/Budget);  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Deration.  The 
Deputy  Director,  Test,  Systems  Engineering,  and  Evaluation  concurred  with  the  report. 
The  Assistant  Deputy  Comptroller  stated  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  had 
already  determined  that  construction  of  the  ITR  was  in  the  best  interest  of  Ae 
Dq)artment  and  aq)proved  funding  for  ITR  development.  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief 
of  Staff  acknowledged  that  the  ITR  was  not  sMctly  necess^.  He  stated  that  the 
existing  training  resources  enabled  the  366th  Wing  to  meet  its  training  needs  and  to 
become  combat  ready.  He  agreed  that  the  366th  Wing  has  not  been  flying  to  existing 
ranges  as  frequently  as  estimated  in  the  cost  benefit  analysis  and  that  the  Air  Force 
needed  to  reevaluate  its  calculations  based  on  knowledge  gained  over  the  past  2  years. 
However,  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  nonconcurred  with  terminating  the  ITR 
development.  He  stated  that  the  ITR  would  significantly  improve  the  training  quality 
for  the  366th  Wing  and  the  ITR  would  not  duplicate  existing  training  resources.  The 
Dq)uty  Chief  of  Staff  stated  that  the  draft  audit  report  overlooked  the  unique 
opportunity  Idaho  offers  for  the  use  of  a  training  complex  that  furthers  combat  training. 
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Audit  Response.  The  Air  Force  comments  were  partiadly  responsive,  despite  their 
lengthy  critioue  of  the  alternative  analysis  in  the  draft  audit  report.  The  Air  Force  has 
not  esmbUshed  the  training  requirement  for  the  366A  Wing  composite  force  or  proved 
why  existing  training  ranges  cannot  continue  to  provide  composite  force  training. 

A  final  decision  on  the  benefit  of  investing  in  the  ITR  should  not  be  made  until  the 
training  concept  and  requirements  are  firm  and  a  cost  benefit  analysis  based  explicitly 
on  those  requirements  is  completed.  In  response  to  the  Assistant  Deputy  Comptroller 
(Program/Budget)  comments,  we  determined  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
made  his  decision  before  our  draft  report  was  issued.  We  are  not  calling  for  the 
FY  1996  budget  to  be  amended;  however,  we  believe  that  any  exception  to  the  general 
policy  of  downsizing  DoD  infrastructure  needs  to  be  based  on  well  documented 
requirements  and  cost  benefit  analyses.  Our  revis^  recommendations  would  apply 
normal  management  controls  and  ensure  sound  justification  before  further  release  of 
funds.  We  request  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller)  and  the  Air 
Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Operations,  provide  comments  to  the  final 
report  by  August  30, 1995. 
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Introduction 


Background 


The  State  of  Idaho,  in  coordination  with  the  Air  Force,  has  proposed  the 
establishmoit  of  a  new  tactical  training  range  southwest  of  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB),  Idaho,  called  the  Idaho  Training  Range  (TTR).  The  Air 
Force  would  use  die  range  to  train  the  366th  Wing  and  Idaho  Air  National 
Guard  pilots  in  air-to-ground  tactics.  The  ITR  would  provide  composite  force 
training  that  includes  multiple  types  and  numbers  of  aircraft  training  together. 
The  Air  Force  was  the  "lead"  regarding  dedsions  on  the  developmrat  and  use 
of  the  new  range;  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Air  Force,  and  the 
Idaho  Air  Nationd  Guard  would  participate  in  the  development  as  cooperating 
agencies.  Hie  Air  Force  programmed  $11.0  million  in  Militaiv  Construction 
funds,  $9.4  million  in  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds,  and  $4.4  million  in 
OAer  Procuremrat  funds  for  the  ITR.  In  addition,  the  Air  National  Guard  has 
budgeted  $6.7  million  in  Military  Construction  funds  to  buy  privately  owned 
land  for  the  TTR.  Total  DoD  funding  is  estimated  at  $31.5  million. 


Objective 


The  audit's  overall  objective  was  to  review  the  Air  Force's  justification  for  the 
ITR.  We  included  the  review  of  the  ITR  as  part  of  a  special  request  audit  for 
the  Deputy  Director,  Test  Facilities  and  Resources. 


Scope  and  Methodology 


This  economy  and  efficiency  audit  was  made  from  March  through  October  1994 
in  accordance  with  audit  standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  as  implemented  by  the  Inspector  General,  DoD.  We  reviewed  Air 
Force  documentation  and  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  relating  to 
the  Air  Force's  proposal  to  establish  the  ITR.  The  documoitation  included  the 
Mission  Ne^s  Statemrat  for  the  ITR,  the  ITR  Cost  Benefit  Analysis,  the  Air 
Combat  Command  Range  Study  -  Comprehensive  Range  Plan  and  its  Statement 
of  Work,  the  Air  Force  White  Paper  on  the  Idaho  Training  Range,  the 
Executive  Summary  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Draft  Plan 
Amendment,  and  test  range  utilization  reports.  We  reviewed  documentation 
dated  from  March  1992  through  September  1994.  In  addition,  we  interviewed 
officials  from  die  Air  Force  Dqiuty  Chief  of  Staff,  Plan  and  Operations;  Air 
Force  Air  Combat  Command;  Headquarters,  Air  National  Guard;  366th  Wing; 
Utah  Test  and  Training  Range;  Tactical  Fighter  Weapons  Center  (Nellis);  and 
Fallon  'Training  Range  Complex,  Naval  Air  Station  Fallon. 
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bitroduction 


We  used  computer-processed  data  to  identify  the  number  of  Air  Force  training 
flights  to  Saylor  Creek  Range  and  remote  ranges  (the  Saylor  Creek  Range  is  a 
lo^  training  range  used  by  the  366fh  Wing).  In  using  die  computer-processed 
data,  we  conduct^  a  limits  review  of  the  data  bases  at  the  remote  ranges  and 
Mountain  Home  AFB  and  determined  that  die  range  utilization  and  flight  data 
were  not  reliable.  Due  to  the  unreliability  of  the  range  utilization  data,  we  used 
the  flying  reports  data  provided  by  Mountain  Home  AFB.  The  reliability  of  the 
Mountain  Home  AFB  data  was  also  questionable  and  may  impact  comparisons; 
however,  the  amount  of  the  variation  between  the  Air  Force  projections  and 
historical  data  is  too  large  to  be  attributed  solely  to  data  error.  Organizations 
visited  or  contacted  during  the  audit  are  listed  in  Appendix  B. 


Management  Control  Program 


We  did  not  assess  the  management  control  program  or  its  implementation 
because  of  the  limited  scope  of  the  audit  request  and  because  management 
controls  over  the  requirements  determination  process  for  construction  projects 
are  being  addressed  in  another  audit. 


Prior  Audit 


The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  issued  report  GAO/NSIAD  93-44  (OSD. 
Case  No.  9198),  "Air  Force  C^ganization;  More  Assessment  Needed  Before 
Implementing  Force  Projection  Composite  Wings,"  on  May  5,  1993.  The  GAO 
exammed  the  basis  for  establishing  mree  composite  wings,  whether  these  wings 
would  achieve  expected  advantages,  and  whether  these  wings  would  create 
adverse  effects.  T^e  report  concluded  that  the  Air  Force  conducted  insufficient 
analysis  before  deciding  to  establish  the  composite  wings.  Specifically,  the  Air 
Force  had  not  established  clear  criteria  for  me  conc^t  of  the  composite  wings 
or  for  judging  the  validity  of  the  concqit.  The  composite  wings  had  significant 
limitations  as  they  must  be  augmented  by  aircraft  from  other  bases  to  perform 
tiieir  peacetime  and  wartime  taskings.  Limited  opportunities  existed  for  these 
wings  to  train  as  large-scale  composite  forces  and  the  available  ranges  at 
Mountain  Home  AFB  and  Pope  AFB,  North  Carolina,  were  too  small  to 
support  force-level  training. 


T%e  report  recommended  that  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD) 
direct  Ae  Secret^  of  the  Air  Force  to  take  no  finther  steps  to  implement  the 
composite  win|s  until  additional  analysis  had  been  conducted,  tiiat  OSD 
formally  commit  capabilities  not  owned  by  the  wings  to  tiie  wings  for  routine 
training  and  dqiloyment,  that  the  Air  Force  reconsider  its  decision  to  relocate 
EF-111  aircraft  from  Mountain  Home  AFB,  and  that  OSD  assess  other  potential 
locations  and  basing  structures  for  the  Pope  AFB  air/land  wing. 
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Introduction 


The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Strategy  and  Requirements)  (the  Assistant 
Secretary)  (formerly  the  Principal  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  [Strategy 
wd  Resources])  responded  to  me  GAO  re^rt  and  gener^y  nonconcurred  with 
the  r^rt's  recommoidations.  The  Assistant  Secretary  stated  that  to  delay 
establishing  the  composite  wings  would  serve  no  constructive  pur]X)se  and 
would  deprive  the  Air  Force  and  the  Congress  of  the  opportunity  to  evaluate 
composite  wing  cost  and  expected  improvement  in  militaty  effectivraess.  The 
Assistant  Secretary  also  stated  that  formal  commitment  of  resources  was  not 
necess^  or  required  since  the  Air  Force  was  committed  to  training  and 
dqiloying  requir^  forces  and  that  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  had  determined 
that  EF-111  aircraft  were  an  essential  adjunct  to  composite  wings,  as  were 
heavy  bombers.  He  stated  that  the  principal  reason  for  stationing  the  air/land 
composite  wing  at  Pope  AFB  was  to  hidlitate  training  and  working  relationships 
with  the  Army's  rapid  dqiloyment  force  and  Am  Force  personnel.  The 
Assistant  Secretary  disagreed  that  the  Mountain  Home  training  range  (Saylor 
Creek)  was  inadequate  for  composite  force  training  and  asserted  that  Saylor 
Creek  can  support  day-to-day  training  performed  hy  composite  wings.  He 
explained  that  large-scale  composite  force  exercises  would  use  large  ranges  like 
Test  and  Training  Range  or  Nellis  Range.  The  Assistant  Secretary  added 
that  large-scale  training  at  a  distant  range  provides  an  opportunity  to  incorporate 
tanker  support  to  the  mission  training  and  would  add  realism  to  that  of 
training. 
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Part  II  -  Finding  and  Reconunendations 
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Idaho  Training  Range  Justification 

The  Air  Force's  initial  cost  benefit  analysis  to  justify  the  Idaho  Training 
Range  (TTR)  is  not  valid.  The  Air  Force's  analysis  was  formukted 
without  the  benefit  of  &st  developing  a  compiosite  wing  training 
requirement  plan.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Idaho  Air  National 
Guard  have  programmed  $31.5  million  for  an  as  yet  inadequately 
documented  requirement. 


Background 


As  a  result  of  the  FY  1991  base  closure  and  realignment  process,  the  Air  Force 
established  the  366th  Wing  (the  366th  Wing)  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB),  Idaho.  The  composite  wing  concept  permanently  collocates  a  variety  of 
aircraft  and  capabilities  under  one  commander.  The  366th  Wing  consists  of 
F-15C/D  air-to-air  fighters,  F-15E  air-to-ground  fighters,  F-16  C/D 
multipurpose  fighters,  B-IB  bombers,  E-3B/C  Airborne  Warning  and  Control 
System  (AWACS)  aircraft,  and  KC-135R  refueling  tankers.  These  aircraft  are 
necessary  for  the  366th  Wing's  mission  of  deep  air  strike  and  neutralization  of 
aiemy  forces. 

The  366th  Wing  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  use  the  Saylor  Creek  Range, 
approximately  30  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB,  and  the  remote 
ranges  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range;  the  Tactical  Fighter  Weapons 
Center  (the  Nellis  Range)  in  Nevada;  and  the  Fallon  Training  Range  Complex 
in  Nevada  to  conduct  training.  The  Saylor  Creek  Range  supports  both  air-to- 
ground  and  electronic  combat  training.  Air  Force  officials  stated  that  although 
Saylor  Creek  Range  provides  adequate  pilot  training,  it  is  unsuitable  for 
complex,  composite  force  training. 

In  1991,  the  Governor  of  Idaho  made  an  unsolicited  offer  to  the  Air  Force  to 
expand  training  capabilities  near  Mountain  Home  AFB.  The  State  of  Id^o 
proposed  to  establish  a  set  of  six  target  areas  in  two  separate  tactical  training 
ranges  in  southwestern  Idaho:  a  North  and  South  ITR  would  be  used  with  the 
Saylor  Creek  Range.  Under  this  offer,  the  State  of  Idaho  and  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  would  exchange  parcels  of  land  and  the  Idaho  Air  National 
Guard  would  use  DoD  appropriated  funds  to  purchase  privately  owned  land 
necessary  to  complete  the  ITR  complex.  The  Arr  Force  and  Idaho  Air  National 
Guard  estimated  that  $31.5  million  was  required  for  purchasing  privately  owned 
land,  constructing  roads  and  buildings,  purchasing  targets  and  range  equipment, 
and  operating  and  maintaining  the  ITR.  At  the  time  of  our  audit,  Ae  Air  Force 
had  expended  $4.5  million  for  the  required  ITR  environmental  studies. 

Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Operations,  was  responsible  for  the 
development  of  policy  on  the  acquisition,  disposition,  and  use  of  air-to-ground 
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and  ground-to-ground  ranges  in  the  United  States.  The  D^uty  Chief  of  Staff 
also  manages  die  devdopment  of  new  ranges  and  the  expansion  of  existing 
ranges. 


Existing  DoD  Tactical  Training  Ranges 


DoD  qi^tes  and  maintains  19  Major  Range  and  Test  Facility  Bases  (the  major 
test  ranges)  that  provide  testing  facilities  and  training  support  service  to  the 
hfilitary  Dqiartments.  Three  of  these  ranges  are  used  by  the  366th  Wing  as 
discuss^  below. 

Utah  Range.  The  Utah  Range  is  an  Air  Force-operated  major  test  range  that 
conducts  aircraft  testing,  weapon  systems  testing,  and  training.  The  Utah  Range 
has  multiple  threat  systems  that  provide  a  rustic  combat  environment  and 
several  target  complexes  that  provide  near-real-time  scoring  information  to 
aircrews.  Additionally,  the  UUA  Range  instrumentation  can  track  aircraft  and 
monitor  aircraft  position  and  flight  parameters. 

The  Utah  Range  airspace  consists  of  more  than  16,500  square  miles  and  is 
divided  into  restricted  areas  who’e  only  military  aircraft  can  fly  and  military 
operating  areas  (MOAs)  where  both  military  and  civilian  flights  may  occur. 
The  Ut^  Range  airspace  allows  multiple  attack  approaches,  including  low- 
altitude,  necessary  for  composite  force  training.  The  Air  Force  air  traffic 
control  center  at  Hill  AFB  controls  the  Utah  Range  airspace. 

The  Nortii  Range  is  about  175  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB  and 
consists  of  almost  350,000  acres  of  land  for  exclusive  DoD  use.  North  Range 
(xmtains  several  tactical  training  target  areas:  the  Craners  Complex,  the  Eagle 
Range,  and  the  Helicopter  Air-to-Ground  Complex.  The  Craners  Complex  ^ 
29  target  areas  that  siniulate  anti-aircraft  artille^  (AAA)  sites,  aircraft,  truck 
convoys,  ground  forces,  a  rail  yard,  and  a  Television  Ordnance  Scoring  System 
that  provides  scoring  information  for  weapons  dropped  at  targets.  The  Eagle 
Range  has  10  bomb  and  target  zones  and  plans  a  Television  &dnance  Scoring 
System.  The  Helicopter  Air-to-Ground  Complex  consists  of  targets  that 
simulate  AAA  sites,  artille^  sites,  truck  convoys,  a  motor  pool,  and  tanks.  In 
addition,  the  Helicopter  Air-to-Ground  Complex  has  several  targets  for  aircraft 
laser-guided  weapons. 

The  South  Range  is  200  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  consists 
of  nearly  575,000  acres  of  DoD-owned  land  and  has  areas  for  conventional  and 
tactical  training  called  Kittycat  and  >^dcat  Ranges.  The  Kittycat  Range  has 
16  target  areas  that  simulate  a  runway  with  aircraft,  AAA  sites,  a  bridge,  truck 
convoys,  ground  forces,  a  motor  pool,  fuel  storage  sites,  a  rail  yard,  surface-to- 
air  mis^e  (SAM)  sites,  tunnels,  and  tanks.  The  Wildcat  Range  consists  of 
targets  that  simulate  a  runway  with  aircraft,  AAA  sites,  a  bridge, 
communications  facilities,  ground  forces,  a  motor  pool,  fuel  storage  sites, 
radars,  a  rail  yard,  SAM  sites,  a  supply  depot,  tunnels,  and  tanks. 
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The  Utah  Range  officials  have  two  proposals  that  would  increase  its  capabilities 
to  support  tactical  training  at  the  North  Range.  The  first  proposal  was  to 
increase  the  MOA  altitude  to  18,000  feet  and  the  second  proposal  was  to 
establish  another  target  area,  the  Crater  Island  Target  Complex.  Officials  at  the 
Utah  Ran^e  stated  that  increasing  the  North  Range  MOA  would  provide 
aircrews  with  safer  low-  and  medium-levd  navigation  and  air  combat  training. 
The  Crater  Island  Target  Complex  prc^sal  would  develop  a  simulated  refinery 
complex,  SAM  sites,  tank  columns,  gun  pits,  tunnels,  and  ground-control- 
intercq>t  sites.  Utah  Range  officials  estimated  that  the  cost  to  establish  the 
Crater  Island  Target  Complex  was  about  $1.0  million.  They  also  stated  that  its 
proposals  to  increase  the  North  Range  MOA  altitude  and  to  establish  die  Crater 
Islwd  Target  Complex  would  allow  the  North  Range  to  be  us^  exclusively  for 
training,  while  the  South  Range  would  be  used  for  both  testing  and  training. 
The  Air  Force  Air  Combat  Command  and  the  Utah  Range  officials  discuss^ 
the  Crater  Island  Target  Complex,  but  Air  Combat  Command  officials  declined 
to  pursue  the  proposal  due  to  a  lack  of  funds. 

Nellis  I^nge.  The  Nellis  Range  is  an  Air  Force-operated  range  that  is 
330  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB.  Its  mission  is  to  provide  a 
combat-Uke  environment  for  aircrew  training  including  large  composite  force 
exm'cises,  tactics  development  and  evaluation,  and  (^rational  testing  and 
evaluation.  The  Nellis  Rwge  has  12,000  square  miles  of  air^ce  and  includes 
more  than  3.0  million  acres  of  land  divided  into  a  North  and  a  South  Range. 
The  Nellis  Range  airspace  is  controlled  by  its  traffic  control  facility. 

The  Nellis  North  Range  provides  aircrew  tactical  training  capabilities  and  has 
targets  that  simulate  SAM  sites,  AAA  sites,  airfields,  trucks,  convoys,  missile 
storage  sites,  and  artillery  companies.  The  North  Range  also  has  threat  emitter 
systems  and  radars  to  send  intercq>t  signals  to  approacl&g  attack  aircraft. 

The  Nellis  South  Range  consists  of  weapon  ranges  used  for  testing,  tactics 
development,  and  training.  Tactical  and  conventional  training  capabilities 
include  target  bombing  circles,  strafe  areas,  and  a  variety  of  tactical  targets 
(such  as  tanks,  trucks,  and  bridges).  Instrumratation  is  also  available  at  the 
Nellis  South  Range  that  can  track,  score,  and  review  air-to-air  combat  training 
scraarios. 

Fallon  Range.  The  Fallon  Range,  approximately  240  nautical  miles  from 
Mountain  Home  AFB,  is  a  training  complex  consisting  of  four  ranges  covering 
97,000  acres  and  about  10,000  square  miles  of  airspace.  The  Fallon  Range  is 
us^  for  composite  training  and  has  the  capability  for  training  with  conventional 
and  special  weapons.  An  dectronic  warfare  range  also  exists  diat  contains  both 
fixed  and  mobile  radars  that  can  emit  threat  signds. 

Li  summaty,  the  Utah,  Nellis,  and  Fallon  ranges  are  suitable  for  composite 
force  traimng  and  the  ranges  have  the  requir^  airspace  and  ground  areas. 
During  our  audit,  366th  Wing  officials  stated  diat  all  training  requirements  were 
being  met  with  the  Saylor  Creek  Range  and  the  Utah,  NeUis,  and  Fallon  ranges. 
Further,  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  evaluate  the  ITR  proposal  and 
concluded  that  all  of  its  training  requiremoits  were  being  met  without  the  ITR. 
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Tactical  Training  Site  Evaluation 


In  evaluating  the  ITR  pro|)osal,  the  Air  Force  evaluated  alternate  training  sites 
to  determine  their  suitability,  capacity,  and  quality  to  accommodate  composite 
force  training.  For  suitability,  the  range  and  airspace  had  to  support  composite 
force  training;  for  capacity,  the  range  had  to  accommodate  multiple  aircraft 
consisting  of  a  composite  force;  for  quality,  the  range  had  to  provide  a  realistic 
environment,  be  flexible,  and  be  able  to  meet  training  requirements.  The  Air 
Force  also  established  criteria  that,  for  the  366th  Wing,  the  training  site  should 
be  no  more  than  150  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB.  The  Air  Force 
established  die  150  nautical  miles  distance  because  it  is  the  maximum  practical 
distance  that  aircrews  can  travel  for  routine,  day-to-day  training  without  aerial 
refuelmg.  As  a  result,  the  Air  Force  eliminated  the  Utah  Range  from  further 
consideration  because  it  was  175  nautical  miles  from  Mountain  Home  AFB. 
However,  our  review  of  the  366th  Wing  flight  records  for  October  1992 
through  August  1994  indicated  that  approximately  80  percent  of  all  flights  to  the 
Utah  Range  were  not  refueled.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force's  assertion  Aat  flights 
from  Mountain  Home  AFB  to  the  Utah  Range,  which  is  greater  tiian 
150  nautical  miles  away,  would  require  refueling  was  questionable. 

The  Air  Force  also  eliminated  the  Utah  Range  because  it  believed  that  testing 
and  training  would  cause  scheduling  conflicts.  During  the  audit,  Utah  Range 
officials  stated  that  they  anticipated  a  reduction  in  testing  as  a  result  of  DoD 
developing  fewer  weapons  systems.  Also,  the  officials  believed  that  further 
reductions  in  testing  will  result  m  more  available  range  capacity  for  training. 
Officials  at  neidier  the  Utah  Range  nor  the  366th  Wing  could  provide  any 
documentation  tiiat  showed  training  missions  were  rescheduled  or  terminated 
due  to  being  preempted  by  testing.  However,  the  DoD  subsequently 
recommended  transfer  of  Utah  Range  management  to  the  Air  Combat  Command 
in  its  1995  base  realignment  and  closure  package. 


ITR  Cost  Benefit  Analysis 


The  Air  Force  developed  a  cost  benefit  analysis  (the  analysis)  that  identified  a 
$20.6  million  benefit  to  justify  the  establishment  of  the  ITR.  The  analysis  was 
not  performed  in  the  normd  sequence  of  events.  In  the  normal  facility 
requirement  determination  process,  the  Air  Force  would  first  develop  a 
composite  wing  training  plan  as  the  justification  for  considering  the 
development  of  a  new  training  range.  Then,  an  analysis  would  have  evduated 
differait  alternatives  to  satisfy  the  training  requirement.  In  this  case,  the 
decision  was  made  to  build  the  new  ITR.  Then,  when  congressional  sMfers 
questioned  the  cost  benefit  of  the  ITR,  the  Air  Force  hastily  prepared  the 
analysis.  At  the  completion  of  our  audit,  an  approved  composite  wing  training 
plan  stfll  did  not  exist  for  the  366th  Wing.  Until  this  training  plan  is  developed, 
a  legitimate  analysis  cannot  be  accomplished. 
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In  its  initial  analysis,  the  Air  Force  examined  two  options.  The  first  option  with 
"no  ITR"  assum^  the  ITR  would  not  be  established.  As  a  result,  the 
366th  Wing  would  continue  to  conduct  training  at  the  local  Saylor  Creek  Range 
and  remote  ranges.  The  second  option  "with  the  ITR"  assumed  the  ITR  would 
be  established.  As  a  result,  the  366th  Wing  would  train  at  the  ITR,  Saylor 
Creek  Range,  and  significantly  reduce  training  at  remote  ranges.  The  remote 
ranges  would  continue  to  be  used  to  provide  target  variety  for  aircrews. 

Under  the  "no  ITR"  option,  the  Analysis  projected  the  366th  Wing  would 
conduct  3,481  flights  (sorties)  yearly  to  remote  ranges.  Under  the  "with  the 
ITR"  option,  the  Air  Force  projected  the  366th  Wing  would  conduct  968  flights 
to  remote  ranges.  The  Air  Force  estimated  that  the  reduced  number  of  flights  to 
remote  ranges  would  decrease  training  hours  lost  in  transiting  ^d  result  in  a 
yearly  cost  benefit  of  approximately  $20.6  million.  The  additional  time  and 
money  would  be  used  for  more  local  aircrew  training.  We  examined  the 
analysis  and  determined  that  many  of  its  assumptions  are,  at  best,  premature  in 
the  absence  of  a  training  plan.  The  wide  variances  between  the  data  for 
previous  366th  Wing  training  and  projected  future  training  may  be  reasonable, 
but  ftey  are  currently  inexplicable  and  their  existence  illustrates  the  need  to  redo 
the  calculations  related  to  requirements  and  alternatives. 

Flight  Projections  to  Remote  Ranges.  The  Air  Force  analysis  projected  that 
25  percent  of  fte  training  flights  would  be  flown  to  remote  ranges.  Our 
analysis  of  actual  training  flights  to  remote  ranges,  for  FYs  1993  ^d  1994, 
showed  that  these  training  flights  were  only  8  percent  of  all  training  flights. 

Flight  Durations.  Estimated  flight  durations  to  remote  ranges  in  the  analysis 
were  inaccurate.  The  analysis  used  flight  durations  of  2.3  hours  for  the 
F-15C/D  and  F-16,  and  1.8  hours  for  the  F-15E.  We  examined  the  366th  Wing 
flight  records  to  identify  actual  flying  duration  to  remote  ranges.  We  compared 
the  actual  flight  durations  to  the  estimates  in  the  analysis  and  identified  that  five 
of  six  average  flight  profile  durations  in  the  analysis  were  overstated  by  about 
30  minutes.  We  could  not  validate  the  estimated  flight  durations  to  the  Nellis 
Range  due  the  lack  of  records  at  the  366th  Wing  and  at  the  Nellis  Range.  The 
flight  duration  overstatements  resulted  in  an  inaccurate  flight  cost  to  remote 
ranges  because  erroneous  average  flight  duration  information  was  applied  to  the 
flight  hour  cost. 


Training  Requirements 


We  examined  the  pilot  training  requirements  that  Air  Force  regulations 
established  for  the  366th  Wing.  The  requirements  for  the  366th  Wing  are  based 
on  the  number  of  authorized  pilots,  a  rated  pilot  indicator  (category),  and  pilot 
experience.  Air  Force  pilots  are  expected  to  satisfy  training  r^uirements  to 
maintain  a  "combat  ready"  status.  Our  analysis  of  required  training  flights  for 
FY  1995  found  the  Air  Force's  estimate  to  be  overstated  by  about  19  percent. 
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Training  Quality 


During  our  discussions  at  the  Office  of  the  Air  Force  Dq)U^  Chief  of  Staff, 
Plans  and  Operations;  the  Air  Force  Air  Combat  Command  (ACC);  and  the 
366th  Wing,  we  wwe  informed  that  the  prims^  consideration  for  establishing 
the  TTR  was  its  ability  to  enhance  training  quality.  According  to  the  ITR  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  measures  used  to  assess  training  quality 
were  the  ability  to; 

o  provide  a  variety  of  target  simulations  including  an  airfield,  industrial 
complex,  railyard,  bridges,  SAMs,  AAA,  communication  center,  and  fuel 
storage  facilities; 

o  use  all  air-to-surface  weapons  available  to  the  composite  force; 

o  provide  appropriate  airspace  to  accommodate  support  aircraft  such  as 
AWACS,  refueling  tankers,  and  stand-off  electronic  combat  aircraft  during 
composite  force  training; 

o  provide  the  ability  for  daytime  and  nighttime  training; 

o  provide  mobile  electronic  emitters  to  replicate  a  battlefield  situation; 

o  provide  targets  that  realistically  replicate  visual,  radar,  and  infrared 
signals; 

o  simulate  missile  defensive  firings  on  attacking  aircraft; 

0  change  target  arrangements  to  deviate  training  situations;  and 

o  attack  targets  fi^om  multiple  directions  and  aircraft  altitudes. 

Our  review  showed  that  the  capabilities  of  the  Utah  Range  satisfy  the  currently 
described  gaining  quality  attributes  applicable  to  366th  Wing  training.  As 
stated  previously,  the  Utah  Range's  North  Range  contains  trucia  and  other 
vehicles  in  convoy  fomnations,  SAM  and  AAA  sites,  a  simulated  factory,  an 
airstrip,  and  targets  designed  for  laser-guided  weapons.  TTie  Utah  Range  has 
extensive  airspace  that  cm  accommodate  AWACS  and  other  366th  Wing 
support  aircraft,  has  the  ability  to  conduct  both  daytime  and  nighttime  training, 
and  has  targets  that  can  be  attacked  fiom  multiple  directions  and  altitudes.  We 
recopize  that  the  North  Range  does  not  contain  threat  emitt»-s,  which  is  one 
quality  attribute  die  Air  Force  cited  for  composite  force  training.  However,  if 
r^uired,  mobile  tlv^t  emitters  in  its  South  Range  could  be  transferred  to  the 
North  R^ge.  Additionally,  the  North  Range's  training  quality  attributes  would 
be  fiirther  enhanced  if  the  Crater  Island  Target  Complex,  at  an  estimated 
$1.0  million,  wore  established. 

Air  Force  ACC  officials  acknowledged  that  establishing  the  Crater  Island  Target 
Complex,  in  conjunction  with  other  cap^ilities  of  the  Utah  Range's  North 
Range,  was  a  viable  alternative  to  establishing  the  ITR. 
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Other  Issues 


Environmental  and  native  American  concerns  also  may  impact  the  establishment 
of  the  ITR.  As  a  result  of  environmental  concerns,  the  Air  Force  proposed  that 
no  bombs  would  be  dropped  in  the  Northern  ITR  and  that  only  temporary, 
movable  targets  would  be  used  in  that  area.  The  native  Americans  in  the  Idaho 
area  had  previously  taken  legal  action  to  oppose  the  establishment  of  the  366th 
Wing  at  Mountain  Home  AFB,  and  these  cases  are  still  pending.  However,  the 
Air  Force  has  taken  actions  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  ITR  on  the  reservation. 


Conclusion 


Establishing  the  ITR  would  be  an  exertion  to  the  overall  DoD  attempt  to 
downsize  infrastructure.  Such  an  excq)tion  may  be  warranted,  but  should  be 
approved  only  after  particularly  close  consideration  of  validated  data  on  the 
requirement  and  the  alternative  ways  of  meeting  that  requirement.  Until  a 
composite  wing  training  plan  and  a  corresponding  analysis  have  been  prepared 
and  approved,  no  further  funds  should  be  expend^  on  the  ITR. 


Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and  Audit 
Response 


1.  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller): 

a.  Withhold  from  the  Air  Force  the  funding  associated  with  the 
proposed  Idaho  Training  Range  until  resolution  has  occurred  on 
Recommendation  2. 

b.  Withhold  from  the  Air  National  Guard  funding  for  the  purchase 
of  privately  owned  land  related  to  establishing  the  Idaho  Training  Range 
until  resolution  has  occurred  on  Recommendation  2. 

Management  Comments.  The  Assistant  Deputy  Comptroller 
(Program/Budget)  stated  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  had  determined 
Aat  the  ITR  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Department  and,  after  considering  the 
audit  report,  decided  to  include  funds  for  the  ITR  construction.  Therefore,  he 
nonconcurr^  with  the  draft  recommendation  to  delete  the  ITR  funding.  The 
complete  text  of  the  management  comments  is  in  Part  IV. 

Audit  Response.  Management  comments  were  nonresponsive.  We  determined 
that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  decision  to  include  funding  for  the  ITR  in 
the  DoD  budget  was  made  before  our  December  1,  1994,  draft  report  was 
issued.  After  receipt  of  the  Assistant  Deputy  Comptroller  (Program/Budget) 
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comments,  we  reviewed  documentation  submitted  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defiaise  to  identify  what  information  was  made  available  to  him  in  making  his 
decision.  Information  provided  to  him  was  only  a  comment  that  the  IG,  DoD, 
had  completed  an  audit  on  the  ITR  and  that  the  IG,  DoD,  believed  that  die  ITR 
should  be  cancelled  because  it  provided  no  cost  benefit.  We  found  no  indication 
that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  was  made  aware  of  all  issues  raised  during 
the  audit,  especially  the  incompleteness  of  the  requirements  determination 
process. 

The  draft  report  recommended  the  deletion  from  the  DoD  budget  of  Air  Force 
funding  for  the  ITR  and  the  Air  National  Guard  funding  for  purchase  of 
privately  owned  land  related  to  the  ITR.  Since  the  DoD  budget  has  been 
submittM  to  Congress  for  consideration,  we  revised  the  recommendations  to  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller).  We  request  that  the  Under 
Secretary  respond  to  the  revised  recommendations. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and 
Operations: 

a:  Expedite  completion  of  an  approved  composite  force  training 
plan  for  the  3^th  Wing. 

b.  Factor  the  requirements  approved  in  the  training  plan  into  a  new 
cost  benefit  analysis. 

c.  Provide  the  updated  requirements  and  cost  benefit  data  to  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller)  and  the  Inspector  General,  DoD, 
for  review,  if  release  of  further  funding  for  the  Idaho  Training  Range  is 
requested. 

Management  Comments.  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and 
Operations,  acknowledged  that  the  ITR’ was  not  strictly  necessary  for  composite 
force  training.  He  stated  that  the  366th  Wing  has  met  training  needs  using  the 
existing  Saylor  Creek  Range;  using  the  contiguous  airspace  in  Idaho,  Oregon, 
and  Nevada;  and  using  the  tactical  ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  The  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff  stated  that  using  the  existing  assets,  the  366th  Wing  has  trained 
adequately  and  has  become  combat  ready.  However,  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
nonconcurred  with  terminating  the  ITR  development.  He  stated  that  the  draft 
report  did  not  address  a  key  point:  the  ITR  would  significantly  improve  the 
training  quality  for  the  366th  Wing.  He  also  disagre^  that  the  ITR  would 
duplicate  other  assets.  The  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  stated  that  the  draft  report 
overlooked  the  unique  opportunity  offered  by  the  State  of  Idaho  for  a  training 
complex  that  ftirthers  combat  training. 

The  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  provided  detailed  comments  concerning  training 
qu^ty  and  the  cost  benefit  analysis.  For  training  quality,  he  stated  that  the  ITR 
would  provide  composite  force  training  and  significantly  improve  readiness  for 
the  same  resource  expenditure.  He  stated  that  frequent,  intense,  and  flexible 
schedule  training  in  a  realistic  simulated  combat  environment  are  the  ingredients 
of  improved  readiness  and  that  the  366th  Wing  would  continue  to  use  valuable 
flight  training  hours  commuting  to  remote  ranges. 
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The  Dq>uty  Chief  of  Staff  e^^lained  that  the  Air  Force  cost  benefit  analysis  was 
prepared  in  response  to  a  congressional  inqu^  and  was  an  attempt  to  ^culate 
the  monetary  value  afibrded  by  a  nearby  tactic^  range.  He  stated  that  the  Cost 
Benefit  An^ysis  was  intended  to  illustrate  that  local  training  has  a  cost 
advantage  over  more  remote  training  ranges.  The  Dq)uty  Chief  of  Staff 
asserted  that  the  366th  Wing  has  not  been  flying  to  existing  ranges  as  frequently 
as  expected  and  the  Air  Force  will  reevaluate  its  calculations  based  upon 
knowledge  gained  over  the  past  2  years.  He  disputed  the  validity  of  the 
alternative  calculations  made  by  the  auditors  and  shown  in  the  dran  rqmrt. 
Those  calculations  were  based  on  past  366th  Wing  flight  experience,  which  he 
ass^ted  was  the  wrong  baseline.  A  partial  text  of  the  comments  is  in  Part  IV. 

Audit  Response.  Managemrat  commoits  were  partially  responsive.  We  do  not 
question  that  a  training  range  near  Mountain  Home  AFB  would  make  training 
more  convenient.  However,  the  Air  Force  has  not  yet  developed  a  training 
program  for  composite  force  training  and  the  creation  of  the  range  would 
duplicate  existing  training  resources.  Until  a  366th  Wing  composite  force 
training  program  is  developed,  the  Air  Force  does  not  know  the  composition, 
fi-equency,  and  intensity  of  the  required  training.  Lacking  that  information,  no 
credible  cost  benefit  analysis  is  feasible.  For  that  reason,  we  deleted  much  of 
the  detailed  alternative  analysis  information  from  this  final  report.  'Die  key 
point  is  that  the  normal  progression  for  facilities  requirements  determination 
needs  to  be  followed.  On  that  point,  the  Air  Force  and  we  agree.  The  draft 
recommendation  has  been  revised  and  expanded.  We  request  Air  Force 
comments  on  those  changes. 

The  Air  Force  provided  lengthy  comments  to  the  issues  discussed  in  the  draft 
rqiort.  Given  the  revisions  made  in  this  final  report,  we  do  not  believe  it  would 
be  useful  to  address  those  in  detail. 
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Part  m  -  Additional  Information 


'4 


IS 


Appendix  A.  Summary  of  Potential  Benefits 

Resulting  From  Audit 


Recommendation 

Reference  Description  of  BeneHt 


Amount  and/or 
Type  of  Benefit 


l.a. 


l.b. 


2.a,b,c. 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Defers 
further  expenditure  for  new  training 
range  until  necessary  justification  is 
provided. 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Same  as 
above. 


Economy  and  Efficiency  and 
Management  Control.  Ensures  that 
the  proposed  investment  is  properly 
analyz^  and  justified  in  terms  of 
validated  requiremoits  and  cost 
benefit  data. 


Funds  put  to  better 
use.  Up  to 
$11.0  million  of 
FYs  1996  through 
1997  Notary 
Constniction  Funds, 
$4.4  million  of 
FYs  1996  through 
1999  Other 
Procurement  Funds, 
$9.4  million  of 
FYs  1996  through 
2001  Operations  and 
Maintenance  Funds, 
dq)ending  on  final 
decision. 

Funds  put  to  better 
use.  Up  to 
$6.7  million  of 
FY  1994  Air  National 
Guard  Military 
Construction  Funds, 
dq)ending  on  find 
decision.* 

Nonmonetary. 


*  This  amount  would  be  reduced  by  approximately  $1.0  million  associated  with 
the  areation  of  the  Crater  Island  Target  Complex  at  the  Utah  Test  and  Training 
RMge.  No  potential  monetary  benefits  will  be  rqmrted  by  the  IG,  DoD,  under 
this  report  number  to  the  Congress,  because  the  decision  on  the  project  would 
be  deferred,  not  made  at  this  point.  Lacking  requirements  data,  it  is  premature 
to  recommend  either  cancelling  or  proceeding  wiA  the  project. 
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Appendix  B.  Organizations  Visited  or  Contacted 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

D^uty  Director,  Test  Facilities  and  Resources,  Washington,  DC 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Fallon  Range  Training  Complex,  Fallon,  NV 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  Washington,  DC 

Air  Combat  Command,  L^gley  Air  Force  Base,  VA 

Air  Force  National  Guard,  An(&ews  Air  Force  Base,  MD 

366th  Wing,  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  ID 

Utah  Test  and  Training  Range,  Ogden,  UT 

Tactical  Fighter  Weapons  Center,  NelUs  Air  Force  Base,  NV 
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Appendix  C.  Report  Distribution 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Def(rase  for  Acq^uisition  and  Technology 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Liformation  Exchange 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller) 

Deputy  Chief  Financial  Officer 
D^uty  Comptroller  (Program/Budget) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Strategy  and  R^uirements) 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (Economic  Security) 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs) 
Director  for  Test,  Systems  Engineering,  and  Evaluation 
Deputy  Director,  Test  Facilities  and  Resources 


Department  of  the  Army 

Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Army 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Navy 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Operations 

Air  Combat  Command 

Air  National  Guard 

366th  Wing 

Utah  Test  and  Training  Range 

Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


Defense  Organizations 

Director,  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Agoicy 
Director,  National  Security  Agency 

Inspector  General,  National  Security  Agency 
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Appendix  C.  Report  Distribution 


Non-Defense  Federal  Organizations 

Office  of  Managemmt  and  Budget 

Technical  Information  Craiter,  National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division, 
General  Accounting  Office 

Chairman  and  ranldng  minority  member  of  each  of  the  following  congressional 
committees  and  subcommittees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services 

Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affidrs 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  National  Security,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Subcommittee  on  National  Security,  International  Affairs,  and  Criminal 
Justice,  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Committee  on  National  Security 
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This  page  was  left  out  of  orignial  document 


Part  rV  -  Management  Comments 


Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition  and  Technology  Conunents 


OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

3000  DEFENSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON  DC  30301-3000 


JAN  19 1995 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  DIRECTOR,  ACQUISITION  MANAGEMENT  DIRECTORATE, 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

SUBJECT:  Review  of  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the  Idaho  Training 
Range  Proposal  (Project  No.4AB*5019.01) 

Our  office  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the  Idaho 
Training  Range  Proposal  and  provides  the  following  changes: 

Objective  (both  in  Executive  Summary  and  in  Part  I  - 
Introduction)  second  sentence  should  read,  "This  audit  derived 
from  investigations  performed  as  part  of  Audit  95*061,  Expanded 
Use  of  the  Major  Ranee  and  Test  FacilitVLHase;  an  audit  requested 
by  the  Deputy  Director  for  Test  Facilities  and  Resources,  Office 
of  Director,  Test  and  Evaluation  (now  the  Office  of  Director, 
Test,  Systems  Engineering,  and  Evaluation  (DTSEE))." 

DTSEE  recognizes  the  need  to  reduce  unwarranted  duplication 
of  facilities  and  to  meocimize  the  utilization  of  existing 
facilities  and  capabilities.  We  wholeheartedly  support  the 
DOD/IG  efforts  to  control  unwarranted  duplication.  If  we  can  be 
of  further  assistance  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call. 


John  V.  Bolino 
Deputy  Director 
Test,  Systems  Engineering, 
and  Evaluation 

Test  Facilities  and  Resources 
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Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defence 
(Comptroller)  Comments 


OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


I  too  DEFENSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON.  DC  2030 M  100 


COMPTMOLIXR 

(Program/Budget) 


JM3I  B66 


MBHOSANOOM  tOR  ASSISTAMT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  f(Nl  ADDITIN6,  DOO  ZG 

SUBJECT I  Draft  Audit  Raport  on  the  Idaho  Trainina  Ranae 
Proposal  (Project  No.  4AB-5019.01) 


Thi*  reaponds  to  your  request  for  coaents  eoneernino 
your  findings  and  rccoanendations  included  in  the  subject 
draft  report.  *' 


The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  has  detersined  that 
construction  of  the  Idaho  Training  Range  is  in  the  best 

considering  the  findings 
audit,  decided  to  include  funds  in  the  PY  1996  and 
PY  1997  budget  for  construction  and  cqperatlon  of  the  range. 

Therefore,  we  cannot  support  your  recoomendation  to  delete 
funding  for  the  range  from  the  Department  of  Defense  budget. 


— 


BRUCE  A.  DAUER 

ASSISTANT  DEPUTY  COMPTROLLER 
IPR0QRAMAUD6ET) 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
headquartems  united  states  aht  force 

WASHINGTON  DC 


FEBl  B9S 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  (XNERAL  FOR  AUDITING 
OFnCE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ISFENSE 

SUBJECT:  Maho  Training  Range  Propoial,  December  1, 1994,  Piqect  No.  4AB-S0I9.01 

TUs  is  in  rq)ly  to  your  menwrandum  requesting  the  Aaiistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

(Financial  Management  and  Con^troller)  to  provide  Air  Force  commaiu  on  adiject  npott. 
Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Air  Force's  specific  reqxmses  to  the  draft  IG  rqiort.  It  is 

important  that  the  issues  and  errors  identified  in  the  Air  Force  response  be  resolved  in  the  final 

audit  rq>ort. 

The  draft  rqrort  is  largely  devoted  to  establishing  v^iat  dte  Air  Force  has  knig 
adcnowMged — the  State's  proposed  Idaho  Training  Rrmge  is  not  a  necessity  for  composite 
wing  training  in  Idaho.  The  composite  wing  was  established  at  Mountain  Home  AFR  in  i  oo?  «nH 
has  achieved  a  mission  rea^  status.  The  wing  has  met  its  basic  training  needs  the  existing 
Saylor  Creek  Range,  the  airspace  of  contiguous  bfilhary  Operating  Areas  ^OAs)  in  Idaho, 
Oi^on,  and  Nevada,  and  tactical  ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  By  making  use  of  these  various 
existing  assets,  the  wing  has  trained  adequately  and  become  combat  ready.  It  has  done  so  in  the 

absence  of  the  State's  proposed  range. 

What  the  draft  report  does  not  address  is  the  Air  Force's  key  pt^:  the  proposed  range 
would  significantly  improve  the  quality  of  the  training  of  Mountain  Home's  composite  wing,  one 
ofthe  nation's  prenuer  combat  units.  The  draft  report  concludes  that  the  Idaho  Training  Range 
would  be  a  duplication  of  assets  located  dsewfaere  and  states  that  *DoD  budget  draw-downs  do 

not  permit  the  erqiendhure  of  resources  to  satisfy  a  need  that  existing  available  resources  can 

meet.*  The  Air  Force  does  not  agree  that  the  Idaho  Training  RAngg  wmiM 

In  addition,  the  au^s  reasoning  overiooks  the  unique  opportunity  beiqg  presented  to  the  Air 
Force  a  aipportive  State  fi>r  the  use  of  a  training  conmlex  which  would  amnificantlv  fiirtber 

excdlence  in  oonibat  training. 


Atch 

Proposed  Air  Force  Reqronse 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


RESPONSE  OVERVIEW 

The  principle  findiiigirfOie  audit  report  are  that  the  |iiopoiadTdrfM>Tr«mtng  B«ngi. 
9IK)  u  an  unwamuited  dupiicitioo  of  crirtiiig  D6D  tactical  trrinh^  nagei:  diet  an  Air  Force 
eoit  benefit  ana^  uaed  to  >nliQr  the  ITR  ii  not  valid;  and  that  at  a  remit,  the  Air  Fotee  and 
Uabo  Air  Nrtional  Guard  vnDnnneceasarilyqwod  $35.4  adfion.  Theaudhiqiortraooaunends 
that  the  Air  Force  Dqw^QaefofStaflC  Wane  and  Operationit  cancel  file  eflSwt  to  aathMish  the 
HR  and  continue  uaiqg  eairtii^  ranges. 

TbeAir  Force  doeanot  coooirthat  ti>ellK.iianuMiMrTnie»t  du|>ii««tinin«fyri««tiig 
ranges.  Currently,  the  exutingSajdor  Grade  Range  it  bring  used  for  iufividualairaewaldll 
training,  and  the  more  distant  ranges — die  Utah  Teat  and  Tlrrihiiv  Rai«e  (iniRX  and  the  Ndlis 
and  Fallon  Ranges— are  being  used  feroomporitefiKce  training.  While  tUs  provides  a  nasrion 
rea^  cofflporite  wing,  die  effort  and  reaources  expended  are  higher  fix' die  level  of  readiness 
achi^.  A  local  range  capable  ofsupportingcoiinxisitefbrcetraiidng  would  adueve 

amnficMitly  improved  rtadhifts  fix  the  aame  reinufee  atpemliiiinf  A  local  raitge  capable  of 
supporting  compoate  ibree  tiaiiiing  would  inctcaie  the  ftequeo^  and  inteaii^  of  composite  fixee 

traimng  and  proride  a  flexfide  environment  that  could  adapt  to  the  daily  adieihiling  demands  of 
the  conqioAe  wing.  Frequent,  intense,  and  flexibly  scheduled  triiring,  in  a  realittic  simulated 
eonibat  environment,  are  the  ingreiflentt  of  innxoved  readiness.  The  status  quo  would  continue 
to  use  valuable  flight  training  hours  commuting  to  distant  ranges.  General  MePeak,  the  finmer 
Air  Force  OuefofStaffaunmaiued  the  Air  Force  porition  as  fellows:  *To  meet  our  ccunporite 
training  needs  todqr,  the  Mountain  Home  wing  wends  many  hundreds  of  flying  hours  and  millions 
ofdoUars  getting  to  distant  ranges.  We  briievedus  time  and  money  would  be  better  ^lent  on 
coi^  training,  not  mss-countiy  flying.**  General  Shalikashvili  has  also  endorsed  the  range, 
saying  “[tlhe  Composite  Wing  concept  is  certainly  wihanced  if  training  ""««»"«  can  be  briefed 
flown  and  debriefed  on  a  local  raiige...**  ’ 

The  Air  Force  also  does  not  concur  with  the  audit's  cost  beaefitconduiions.  Inrc^nse 
to  a  Congresrional  inquiry,  an  Air  Force  analysis  attempted  to  calculate  a  monetaiy  value  fer  the 
training  afforded  by  a  nearby  tactical  range.  The  reason  for  the  ITRhualw^  been  to  improve 
fee  quality  of  training  available  to  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  the  Idaho  National  Guard  units. 

Ba^  on  a  fixed  number  of  fl^fiilg  bourse  fee  composite  vnng  can  accomplish  hitler  quality 
training  on  a  local  range  than  it  can  commuting  to  distant  raiiges.  Theenw  iMwiii  — iy«i«  »■« 
intended  only  to  iHustr^  fee  poinr  At 

cost  advantage  over  conducting  fee  aame  combat  trainii«  at  more  remote  rmvefixiEtiea.  To 
date,  fee  oompoaite  wing  hM  not  been  flying  to  axistiiv  rai^  as  ftequeot^  as  had  been 

<xpyed.leajng  the  auditors  to  briieve  that  cost  value  af  a 

previously  stated.  Tlie  AirFoice*svariousflyingprojeetioiishaveaotyetbeenmet,8ndfeeAir- 
Force  win  reevaluate  hs  criculaflons  based  iqx»  fee  knowledge  grined  over  fee  past  two  years. 
The  audit  report,  however,  mistakealy  attempted  to  overcome  fee  defideactes  it  had  feacovered 
by  pr^aring  its  own  calculations  and  in  that  procett  has  made  its  own  errors.  As  a  result,  fee 
audit  rqiortinaccunrtriy  concludes  feat  the  riRIm  no  cost  benefit  bdeed,  fee  audit  repoft 
concludesthatthe  Air  Force  would  spend  more  flmdstiaveliiig  to  IP 

be  constructed  than  fee  Air  Force  would  spend  in  audi  travel  without  it  Tlnsisillo^cal.  TheAir 
Force  recommends  feat  fee  analyses  be  confuted  after  the  Air  Force  and  fee  auditors  have  met 
and  agreed  iqion  a  vaEd,  mutually  accqrted  approadi  fix  maldiv  theee  calculations. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


Tbc  Air  Force  does  not  concur  thit  implemeotation  of  the  audit's  recommendstions  would 
result  In  monetaiy  benefits  of  S35.4  million.  The  Air  Force  err^ects  the  dx-year  cost  of  the  ITR 
(construction  phis  year^  O&M)  to  not  exceed  $31.5  nullicn 

Finally,  the  Air  Force  does  not  concur  with  thr  ufflnrnendation  to  caned  the  effort  to 
establish  the  rrR  and  continue  using  existing  nnges.  The  Air  Force  bdieves  that  the  ITR  would 
make  a  significant,  cost  effective  contribution  to  the  training  of  the  composite  wing.  This 
enhancement  to  tndning  has  been,  and  should  continue  to  be,  strong  supported  within  DoD. 


Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


PART  I .  INTRODUCTION 


KntMOtcDce:  “The  Air  Force  liuiiropoMd  the  Mtd^uhinent  oft  new  ticticiltiusiyiiitge 
loutfawest  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Fofoe  Bue  (AFBX  Idaho,  aOed  the  Idaho  Titfnias  Rnge 
fflR)" 

Force  Re:poHse~VoKioocur.  11teatatementiaincoin|4ete.  The  pnpoaed  range  u  a  State  of 
Idaho  proposal  for  a  State  of  Idaho-owned  range  on  State  l«n<ty  to  be  acquired  in  a  l«nH  exdiange 
with  the  Bureau  ofLand  Management  (BLhQ,D^artmeat  of  Interior.  Thepropoaalforanew 
tactical  trainipg  range  was  made  by  die  Governor  of  Idaho  in  1990.  The  det^  of  the  State's 
proposal  have  been  developed  in  coordination  with  the  Ah- Forces  and  die  Air  Force  would  invest 
significant  fbnds  in  the  range,  but  die  State’s  preeminent  rote  aho^  not  be  omitted.  The  Air 
Force  strongly  supported  the  State’s  proposal  and  made  it  the  Air  Force’s  proposed  action  in  the 
Draft  Environmental  hnpaet  Statement  (^)  published  Noveniber  1 993 . 


Second  and  third  sentences;  ’The  Air  Force  would  use  the  range  to  train  the  366tb  Wing  and 
Idaho  Air  National  Guard  |»lots  in  air-to-air  and  air-to-ground 

^irForiosRe.igioRsr-Nonconcur.  Tberange  would  provide  the  ground  portion  ofcomposte 
force  training.  Air-to-air  training  it  already  being  conducted  within  the  existing  MOAs  m  Idaho, 
Or^on,  and  Nevada. 


Fourth  sentence:  *Tbe  Air  Force  was  the ‘lead’ r^ardingdedtions  on  die  devdopment  and  use 
of  the  new  range;  the  Bureau  ^Land  Management,  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard,  and  the  State 
of  Idaho  would  paitidpate  in  the  devdopment  as  cooperating  agendes.” 

•Air  Force  Re^wnse-Vooeoocur.  The  State  has  been  the  lead  rcgaidiiigdecirions  on  the 
development  and  use  of  its  rarige.  The  Air  Force  and  BLM  have  pertic^ated  in  its  devdopment. 
The  Air  Force  has  been  the  lead  agency  reqionafiile  fiv  preparing  die  EIS. 


Fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  sentences:  *T1ieAirFbrceptagtainnied$14.9adliioninM3itaty 
Construction  funds,  S9.4  millioo  in  Operations  and  Maintenanee  fbnds,  and  $4.4  nullion  m  Other 
PioGurenieatfiindsfi>rdielTR.  In  ad^on,  die  AirNationd  Guard  has  budgeted  $6.7  million  in 
MahaiyConstniction  fbnds  to  buy  privatdy  owned  land  fbr  the  IIR.  Totd  DcA  fimding  is 
estimated  at  S3S.4  million.’’ 

•Ab- Force  Response- Voacoaeur.  The  Air  Force  eiqieets  die  ax  year  coat  ofthe  FIR 
(construction  phis  yearly  OfthQ  to  not  exceed  $31.5  oailioii.  This  la  because  the  Ah- Force  has 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


feducedestimited  construction  costs  by  $3.9  million.  The  total  breakout  ofthe  funding  for  FY 
96 -FY  01  is  u  follows:  Equipment:  $4.4HMIitsiyConstiuctioii;  $11,0.  Operations  and 
Maintenance:  $4.2*4  Perao^-  $5.2M-  $24.$M + $6.7  AirNational  Guard  -  Total  cost 
$3 1 .5*1  ^  Also,  the  $6. 7  miUion  qipropriated  to  the  ANO  for  the  purdiase  of  private  r»»vit  and 

gra^  righu  wtt  based  upon  a  prdiidnaiy  Corps  ofEqgfoeets  estimate  mvol^  many  more 
ranches  and  acres  foan  actually  required.  The  actual  cost  ofland  acquisition  and  gnsuKtUtts  is 

**P**4ed  to  be  raudi  less  foan  foe  foods  appropriated. 


Second  para,  fifth  sentence:  *TheAstistam  Secretary  disagreed  that  file  Mountain  Home  truning 
range  (Saylor  Creek)  was  inadequate  for  composite  force  training  and  that  Si^or  Creek  can 
support  day-to-dqr  training  performed  by  composite  wings.* 

•Air  Force  JU^onse-  Nonconoir.  The  DoD  response  was  somewbit  more  Kinifxi  Itsaidthat 
&^r  erode  Range  could  support  •inuchoPfocday^o^hqrtrainfogperforinedby  conqrosite 


PART  n  -  FINDING  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Frrst  sentence:  “The  Air  Force’s  proposed  Idaho  Tninmg  Range  (ITR)  is  an  unwarranted 
.  duphcation  of  enstiiig  Dc^  tactical  tninmg  ntiges.” 

•Air  Force  JU^xmse-Voocoacur.  The  DR  training  environtnent  would  provide  unique  training 
opportr^es  not  afforded  at  Ndlis;  UTTR,  and  Falloa  HR  would  provide  a  Eunpm  scenario 

m  addttton  to  the  desert  scenarios  ndudi  east  at  NeDi^  UTTR,  and  FaDon.  Indeed.  ITR  would 
provide  ^eU  and  threat  arrqis  foat  resemble  foe  five  areu  of  possBile  firture  conffict  tfanudrout 
foeworid.  In  coirqra^n  to  Ndlis,  UTTR,  and  FsBon,  ITR  would  provide  a  leas  restrictive  work 
area  ft>rtratamg  missions.  HR  would  also  provide  dai^  access  to  a  tactical  range  and  “firm  looY* 
targets  and  threat  arnqrs  with  a  360  degree  attadc  reds. 

The  aurfit  report  fijoraed  on  aherewsmer^petforinir#  certain  rrfomnumlrainmg 
tequremenu  to  adiieve  and  mairrtain  a  rnistion  ready  status,  rafoer  than  ecartnnmg  foe  irnptoved 
mranty  and  quantity  oftrainingwfaidi  the  ITR  would  make  svulable.  The  report  does  not  address 
^J^cieory  rfenhanced  focal  trairBrig  or  foe  foot  foat  as  the  coomosite  wirtg  rnatures,  concMts 
weSec^  training  continue  to  evolve.  Thejustification  for  die  ITR  hu  always  been  to  improve 
foe  quafityoflocaltrriniQg  available  to  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  foe  Idaho  ANG.  The  Air 
Force’s  cost  benefit  analysis  wu  naended  onty  to  iDustrate  foe  point  that  efiBacnt  trainirig  within 
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the  local  area  has  a  ee$t  advantage  over  training  conducted  at  more  remote  raqge  ftofities.  The 
nn  offers  advantages  to  local  training  which  cannot  be  efifectivdy  dedicated  mring  other  ranges 
fat  the  r^on. 


Second  sentence;  “Also,  die  Air  Force  Cost  Benefit  AnalyMtojustify  the  HR  is  not  valid.” 

•Air  Force  Reqwiut-  Nonconoir.  The  coat  benefit  analyiis  was  not  prqiared  to ‘justi^  die 
range  but  was  prqiared  in  reqioose  to  a  qiedfic  question  on  cost  benefit  fiom  HASC  and  SASC 

steers.  The  justification  fbr  the  range  includes  issues  begrond  just  cost,  as  d*twiffsfd  in  the  other 
Air  Force  reqionses.  The  Air  Force  ccmcundiat  the  prelections  used  in  the  cost  benefit  analysis 
have  not  been  met  and  will  ro-evaluate  them. 


Third  sentence;  “We  attributed  these  conditions  to  the  State  of  Idaho’s  efforts  to  the 

FY 1995  base  dosure  sdecdon  process  and  an  eagerness  by  both  Air  Force  and  Idaho  State 

officials  to  establish  die  training  range.” 

•Air  Farce  iZegsonse*  Nonconcur.  The  auditors’  opinion  as  to  the  State’s  motivation  is  their  own, 
but  the  Governor  of  Idaho  made  Us  proposal  in  1990,  long  befine  an  FY  1995  bsTf  closure 

process.  The  ^Force’s  interest  in  tbei^e  neither  makes  the  range  unvnmntediKM' caused 
the  proUeins  with  the  cost  benefit  analysis.  The  flyUg  projections  were  taken  fi’om  the  draft  EIS 
that  had  been  published  by  the  Air  Force. 


Fourth  sentence;  “Therefore,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  will  urmecessaiily 
qiend  $35.4  iiullion.“ 

-Air Force Reqwnse-'Koasovaix.  See  previous  re^xmae  on  cost  estimate. 


Background  fpp.  6.71 

Seco^  para,  third  sentence;  “Air  Force  officials  stated  that  ahhou^  S^or  Ciedc  Range 

provides  adequate  pflot  traimi^  it  is  unsuitable  for  couqite^  ooiiipositelbrcetiainiog.“ 

•Air  Force  Fe^kuue-  Concur.  Saylor  Credt  Range  is  uuauitable  fbr  couqilei^  composite  fiwee 
traiimg.  However,  for  darification,  Saylor  Creek  Range  only  provides  adequate  basic  combat 
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Third  first  woteace;  *lhe  Goveriiorofldiho.ooooenMd  about  fiieposdl^  that 
Mbuotain  Home  AFB  could  be  induded  in  FY 1995  baae  doaure  reonmnieodations  made  an 
unsdiched  offer  to  the  Ah' Force  to  equmd  training  eqiabilitiea  near  Mountain  Home  AFB.” 

Force  Jte^wRse- Nonconcur.  The  Governor’s  was  made  in  1990  as  a  adution  to  the 

difSoihies  experienced  (hiring  the  Air  Force’s  cerfierattenqit  to  expend  S^or  Grade  fi>r  the 
nnssions  eiqt^ed  at  that  time. 


Fourth  para,  first  sentence:  *Ih  pursuit  oftiKGovetiior*soiKr,tiie  Air  Force  proposed  to 
establish  a  set  ofaix  target  aieu  in  two  aqraratetactied  training  taqges  in  southwestern  Idaho:  a 
North  and  South  im  would  be  used  with  the  Saylor  Creek  range.’’ 

’Air  Force  Rtsponse-HoDfooncm.  The  fiviaonofthe  Governor’s  or^hulproposd  into  two 
separate  tactical  training  ranges  was  made  in  reqwnse  to  environmental  concerns  by  the  State,  not 
by  the  Air  Force. 


Fourth  para,  tiurd  sentence:  *The  Air  Force  ara)  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  estimated  that  $35.4 
rrnllion  was  required  for  purchasing  privately  owned  land,  constructing  roads  and  buildings, 
purchasing  targeu  and  range  equipment,  and  fiir  operation  and  maintenanee  of  the  nTL” 

•Air  Force  Re^tonse-VoocoDcar.  See  previous  response  on  cost  estimate. 


First  para,  second  sentence:  *Two  oftberuyor  test  ranges  are  near  Mbuntdn  Home  ATO:  the 
Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  (the  Utah  Range)  and  the  Tactied  Finder  Werqrons  Center  (the 
Nellis  Range). 

•Air  Farce  Reiponse-Yiaicoocar.  ‘Tfear”  is  an  inaccurate  term  in  tins  context  Both  ranges  are 
beyond  the  maximmnpfacticd  distance  fbrd^-to-dryqua%  training. 


UtdiRsnpefo 

First  patit  last  sentence:  “Additionally,  the  Utah  Range  instrumentatioo  can  trade  aheraft  and 
morntor  aircraft  podtion  and  flight  parameters.*' 

•Air  Farce  Re^panae-'NaaeoBear.  The  Utah  Rmtgeinatrumentation,HAMOTS  Upgrade  System 
(PUS)  does  not  possess  the  aMfty  to  track  SBreraftwitirout  HUS  pods.  These  HUS  pods  only 
wwk  witii  the  range  instrumentation  at  UTTR.  and  are  not  oompaAle  with  any  odier  Air  Force  or 
Navy  range  instrumentation  system.  The  totdnumbaofHUSIfighActivi^  pods  available  for 
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noo-HillAFBuMn  booh  Bine.  There  are  13  Low  Activity  pods  cvdhUeferaoiHllilliuen,  but 
theie  pods  track  only  l>ee<iing,eltitiide;  and  iinpeed.  In  addhkMi,  die  HUS  traddng  system  can 
only  track  cj^  of  these  22  aacraft.  llasnuniberb  inadequate  fivconpositefiiree  training.  By 
omttiast,  the  Ndlb  Range  has  36  pods  av^lable.  More  inpottantly,  debrief  ciyaMKh  exists  only 
atHiUAFB.  Even  ifdie  366th  Composite  Wing  had  pods  to  use^tfa^  would  have  to  land  at  HiU 
AFB  after  eveiymbaioo  to  debrief  Thb  would  be  vetyisTraetieal  for  d^<lo^ttaiiiing. 


Page  8.  second  pare,  first  aentence:  nhe  North  Range  b  about  17S  nautical  niilesfiom  Mounts 
Home  AFB  and  consisb  of  almost  350,000  acres  of  land  fiir  exclusive  Dt^  use.** 

•Air Force Ruponse-liooeoocaT.  There b no ifiiBctmmnyto the Tltohlt«iy»ftnmMniiiit«in 
HomeAFB.  All dqiaitures must fiy around Si^orCtedc Range, adding 5 to  10 minutes fl^ng 
time.  The  North  Ranges  are  approximatdy  200  NM  by  normal  touting  (185  NM  direct)  fitim 
Mountain  Home  to  die  Eagle  Range  target  area.  (They  are  even  fiudierftir  the  Idaho  Air 
National  Guard  unit  at  Boise.)  Furthermore,  the  configuration  the  North  Range  G-e.  long  and 
narrow)  makes  it  unsuitable  for  arrything  other  dian  small  conqiostefiiroetiiuning.  Theadjacent 
Ludn  MOA  has  insuflSdent  vetticd  altitude  for  conqKMite  fiirce  trainii^  and  b  overlain  by 
numerous  commerdal  aitwi^.  (There  are  five  airwi^  below  18,000  ieet  and  three  above  18,000 
feet).  Finally,  the  c(»npositewmg  must  conqiete  with  odierusenfi>r  range  and  airqiace  use.  The 
foct  that  the  land  b  avttlaUe  for  exclusive  DoD  use  does  not  solve  the  other  problems  of  distance, 
airspace  contraints,  and  cornpetition  from  existing  users. 


Page  8.  third  para,  first  sentence:  *The  South  Range  b  200  nautical  nules  from  Mountain  Home 
AFB  and  contists  of  nearly  575,000  acres  of  DoD-owned  land  and  has  areas  for  oonventional  and 
tactical  training  called  Kittycat  and  Wildcat  Ranges.” 

•Air  Force  Re^>onse-Vooeoiiaar.  There  b  no  direct  routing  to  die  Utah  Range  fimn  Mountain 
HomeAFB.  All  departum  must  fly  around  Saylor  Creek  Range;  adding  5  to  10  rrnnutes  flying 
time.  The  South  Ranges  are  approximate  240  NM  by  normal  routing  (225  NM  direct)  fiom 
Mountain  Home  AFB  to  the  center  pmntttfthe  southern  range  target  area.  (Th^areeven 
further  fiir  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  unit  at  Boise.)  Etowevcr,  but  fin  its  bqiractical  distance, 
the  South  Range  would  be  suitable  fin  oonqiorite  fixoe  treining. 


Pnge8,fi)urthpara:  ”Ilie  Utah  Range  offidabirutiated  two  proposabdiat  would  incteasehs 
c^Mbilities  to  support  tactical  training  at  the  Nmdi  Range.  The  first  proposal  was  to  inctease  the 
MOAaltitudeto  18.000  feet  and  die  second  pn^iosal  was  to  estaWsh  another  target  area,  die 
Crater  UandTar^CmnpIcx.  Officiab  at  die  Utah  lUi«e  stated  diatinersesing  die  North  Range 
hft)  A  would  provide  aircrews  with  aaftr  low>  and  niediuin4evcl  navigation  and  ab  oonfoat 
truung.  The  Crater  bland  Target  Conqdexpropoaal  would  develop  a  simulated  refinery 
con^Iex,  SAM  dtes^  tank  ootumns,  gun  pits;  tifflneb.  and  ground-eeatrri^ttero^  sites.  Utsh 
Ran^  officisb  estimsted  that  the  cost  to  es^fisii  the  Crater  Idand  Targst  Com|to  wu  about 
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Sl.Omillioit  ThtyalfOitated0iitiUpfO|»i*toiiicrBiictiicNorthR«^cM0Ai^ 
eswlish  the  Cmer  Iilind  TaiBec  Coii4>lex  would  allow  the  Nordi  1^^ 
totruniog^^ddtedieSouthlUi^iwuUbciiiedfaboth^^  TheCnter 

Wand  Taiget  Cooipla  w  diacuiied  between  Air  Fofoa  Air  Coirf^ 

Rai^e^offidals,  bm  Air  CoodMt  Ounmand  declined  to  puiaie  Oie  |vo^ 

liinds.** 

^F^JU^onse-tkaeoBatt.  The  Air  Fonebdievei  that  the  *Vtah  Range  offidaliT  cited  in 
^^rqwit  were  ofiBcen  of  Ae  4194  rtg|iterWii«(AFIlES).  This  umtuaes  the  Utah  nuwes 
butdoesnotownAenqgesiiorisiaponiUelbraanaflingoraciieduEagAem  Their 
wggestion  to  mcKase  the  MOA  altitude  to  18.000  feet  is  impncticri  A.#.  ♦»  tiw. 
oomlIwcialairwqrsoverAeMO^  KaimgAeoeiliqg  was  tried  ooce  before  and  stopped  by 
opp^onoftbe  Salt  Lake  Ci^RQgioiial  Air  TiaflBe  Control  Ctatcr.  In  SeptenAer  1994,  the 
Rcffonal  Air  Tiiflk  Control  Center  alknved  the  air^woe  to  be  raised  for  an  exereise:  tins  caused 
enou^  proUems  that  Aqr  indicated  that  they  would  be  unwDHog  to  do  that  again.  Thor 
wggestion  for  another  target  area  is  also  hnpracticaL  Vrthout  subtle  aii^race.  a  new  ground 
wmplex^d  be  of  little  use.  Also,  development  ofCrater  Wandas  a  target  con^tet  has  not 
bem  studied  environmentally.  The  area  surrounding  Cnter  Wand  is  on  the  aah  flats  and 
wderwater  approximateiy  she  months  of  the  year  wind)  poses  a  tremendous  bird  hazard  for  low 

flymgair^.  Further,  the  cost  estmate  is  not  oon^arable  to  the  1111  estitnates.  Forexanmle  it 

does  not  indude  csriTnittcis  for  five  yetrs  of  opentiontl  costs.  Finslly,  thftf  idets  were  not 

discussed  with  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Comniand  (AFMC)  range  managers,  nho  disagree  that  the 
North  Range  could  be  used  exehisively  for  trainiqg:  testing  activides  would  continue. 


Second  para,  first  sentence:  •^suinmary,dieXltah,Naiis.  and  Fallon  raises  are  suitable  for 
composite  fiMce  training  and  the  ranges  have  the  required  air^aoe  and  ground  areu.” 

•Air  Force  Be^ponse-HoBcaocar.  The  Utah  North  Rartge,  and  its  adjacent  airnace,  is  ixM 
wi^le  for  anything  except  small  composite  fixcetrainiiig.  Because  ofthe  distances  involved, 
training  at  these  ranges  is  cither  impoaible  or  extrern^  lirnited  wiAout  refiidins.  and  tanker 

wpportisDotroutindymndlaUe. 


Rrst  para,  third  and  remaining  sentences:  *The  Air  Force  also  determined  that,  for  die  366th 
mng,  die  training  site  diould  be  no  rnorediBt  ISO  nautical  mBesfinm  Mountain  Home  AFB  The 
^Fwceeatablished  die  150  ntdeal  miles  distanee  because  it  is  die  maximum 
dWaircrewti»travdfi)rroutin(;di94o^tiaiiiii«widiout aerial rcfiiding.  Asaresultdie 
^  Force  efiminated  die  Utah  Range  flom  fiirdier  consideration  because  it  WM 175  nautical  mfles 
Horn  Mountain  Home  AFB.  However,  our  review  ofthe  366diWii«fii^  swords  fbr  die  period 
of  October  1992  dnough  August  1994  indicated  that  approximately  80  percent  of  an  fli^  to  the 
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Utah  Rtage  were  BMicfiided.  Iherafore,  die  Air  Force’s  aiaeitioadiatlli^ficMn  Mountain 
Home  AFB  to  the  Utah  Rai^  which  was  greater  than  IM  nautical  nules,  would  require 
itfiiding  was  invaGd.” 

•idtrForeeJtefMRar-Nonooacur.  It  is  correct  ttataacrewa  can  tiavd  to  die  UTm  North 
Range  unrefiided.  However,  they  obtain  ectreai^liniitedttaiiiittg  when  diey  do  so.  TheAir 
Foiee  atffl  beeves  dMt  a  trdbing  site  should  be  no  rnore  1  SO  NM  ficm  Mountain  Horne  AFB 
becMie  that  it  ^mwiiimm  practical  distance  fiy  routine  training.  The  figure  of  ISO  NM  as  die 
rnaKiimimpra^cal  distance  for  dav4o-daytraiiiM|gii  based  n«  the  "four  F-lff 

aircraft,  allowing  fiar  aoproxiiwatdv  30  miniitei  rfiraiiimg  time  a»  »tie  range  The  fint  that 

training  sorties  were  fiown  to  Um  does  not  undercut  the  need  fiir  the  mt.  but  rather  reinfbrces 
it  Those  sorties  pernutted  only  10-15  minutes  truning  time  at  the  raitge.  Aatuminga  IJZhour 
sorte  to  the  ITR,  a  Mounts  Home  AFB  F-16  aircrew  would  devote  appronmatdy  75%  of 
flying  t^  to  trai^  on  die  range.  A  range  ISO  NMfiom  Mountain  Home  AFB  would  decrease 
the  available  trainhig  time  to  43%,  while  at  200  NM  (UTik)  training  would  be  reduced  to  21% 
of  the  sortie. 


Page  10,  second  para:  “The  Air  Force  also  dinunated  the  Utah  Range  because  it  bdieved  that 
testing  and  trainu^  would  cause  schedufing  conflicts.  During  die  audit,  we  were  informed  by 
Utah  Range  ofiBcials  that  they  anticipated  a  reduction  in  testing  as  a  result  of  DoD  develoinng 
fewer  weapons  systenu.  Also,  the  officials  believed  that  firrther  reductions  in  testing  will  resuh  in 
more  avail^le  range  capacity  for  training.  Officials  at  nehlier  die  Iftah  Range  nor  the  366th  Wing 
could  pro^de  aiqr  documentation  that  showed  training  rmssions  were  rescheduled  or  terminated 
due  to  being  preempted  by  testing.  Consequently,  the  Air  Force  inqiropetiy  eliminated  the  Utah 
Range  fixim  finther  consideration." 

tdir  Force  Regwriar- Nonconcur.  Although  no  documentation  exists,  UTTR  and  366th  Wing 
offidals  have  stated  that  numerous  ACC  missions  have  been  preempted,  canceled,  or  ternunated 
by  AFMC  testing.  Even  iftesting  were  to  be  reduced,  scheduling  conflicts  would  not  be 
diminated.  Howevw,coinpetition  for  range  time  at  UTTR  was  not  the  chief  basis  fiwdinunating 
UTTR  as  an  ahernative;  distance  was  the  primary  drawback.  The  distance  to  the  UTTR  exceeds 
the  maximum  practical  distance  tor  day-to-diy  training  (150  Nh^. 


First  para,  first  sentence:  ‘The  Air  Force  developed  a  Cost  Benefit  Analyas  (the  Analytis)  that 
identified  a  S20.6  minion  benefit  to  justify  the  establishnieot  of  the  ITR." 

•Mr  Fcm  Rtspont-’Hoocmou,  The  cost  benefit  analyu  was  not  prqnued  to ‘^justi^’tiie 
range  but  wu  prqiared  in  re^onae  to  a  npedfic  question  on  cost  benefit  fiom  HASC  and  SASC 
staffers..  Agah^  the  cost  benefit  analysis  attempted  to  demonstrate  that  more  cffident  tratiting  at  a 
range  cunplex  was  more  cost  cfifectivette  traveling  to  a  remote  range  to  acconqilish 

•••diar  training.  That  such  econoniy  exists  iainrIiyitaMe.  The  *hami|g^  calculation  was  not 
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based  on  ■ctual  or  histmical  sortie  data.  Itatteoqrtedtopredictadeaiiablelevdoftiaiiuitg,  and 
then  compare  the  relative  costs  at  altcniative  locations.  The  actual  savings  are  flight  bouts  used 
fottiining  instead  of  bciqg  burned  earoute.  The  justification  fbr  the  tat^  includes  issues  beyond 
just  co^  u  disoiised  in  previous  Air  Force  reqtonses.  The  Air  Force  concurs  fiiat  the 

prqiections  used  in  the  cost  benefit  analyris  have  not  been  met  and  win  reevaluate  them. 


Second  para,  fifth  sentence;  *We  examined  the  Analysis  and  detemdned  Out  the  Air  Force 
Analjms  overstated  the  fiight  prelections  — «H  durations.’’ 

•<d/r  Force  Jte^aonsr- Nonconcur.  The  Air  Force  agrees  that,  to  date,  the  wing  has  not  flown  to 
tfstamran^ufiequently  as  projected,  but  disagrm  that  the  Mstoifcalnuniben  will  be 
tqrresentativeofthewiiig^fiiture  operations.  Rrst,  the  number  ofaircraftatsigoed  the  iring 
(hiring  the  period  analyzed  by  the  audhois  wu  leu  ftian  fire  number  of  airoraft  that  had  been 
assumed  by  the  prqjections.  Also,  during  the  period  fbrndudi  the  IGcxanfined  actual  sortie  ntu 
at  remote  ranges  the  wing  was  accomplishing  umisiuil,  non-routine  truning  involviiigloiig-raoge; 
fiiU  scale  dqiloyinenu  to  Volk  Field,  WI.  %ypt  fright  Star  94),  and  Alaska  (Northern  Edge  94X 
as  w^  as  major  roles  in  Green  Flag  93  and  94.  The  resources  required  to  petftrim  these  mqor 
cxerdses  precluded  more  frequent  training  sorties  to  other  renwte  rariges,  including  fewer 
nusaons  to  UTTE,  NAS  Fallon,  and  Nellis.  Finally,  the  conqwshe  wing  training  proceu 
continues  to  be  modified  and  developed.  As  the  corrqwsite  whig  concqrt  matures,  dqiloyments 

would  be  expected  to  decrease,  and  composite  fbree  training  at  Don  be  fifpfftfdtff 

incre^.  the  Air  Force  believudiat  the  projections  will  prove  to  be  more  accurate  ftian  die 
histotica]  numbers  used  by  the  auditors. 

The  Air  Force  also  nonconcurs  that  the  flight  durations  were  overstated.  Thefli^ 

durafions  assumed  that  ^  flightt  to  the  ranges  would  be  refueled.  Refiirfing  lortie 

duration  ar^  provides  higher  quality  training  by  allowing  aircrews  to  qiend  the  desired  ■mmint  of 
time  po  minutes)  on  distant  ranges.  For  unrefiided  sorties,  training  time  on  nnges  is 
reduced.  It  averages  less  than  20  minutes.  This  is  not  eflSciem  training.  TheAirForce 
noncon^  with  using  historical,  dwrt  average  sortie  durations  at  nngnt  as  g  fi)r 
comparing  what  would  be  accomplished  at  die  IHL 


First  sentence:  ’X)tirexanunation  showed  that  the  flight  projections  to  remote  ranges  devdoped 
by  the  Air  Force  were  unsupported.  The  Analysis  estimated  that  366th  Wing  vriU  fly  3.481  fli^ 
or  25  percent  to  remote  ranges  (Appendix  A).  Using  the  methodology  in  die  Analytis  and  the 

actual  number  of  aircraft  assigned,  we  estimated  the  number  of  training  fli^  that  die  366th 
Vfing  should  have  Sown  in  FYs  1993  and  1994.  We  compared  our  estimated  training  fli^  to 
the  366diWing^  actual  fli^rscorils.  The  flight  records  allowed  that  the  366th  Wing  flew  onN  8 
percent  of  our  esdmate.  Thereftire,  the  Air  Force  proposed  to  4ieadS28.7iiulli(mft)r  only  8 

pgfcent  of  trrinit^  flighty  ** 
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Farce in  eiieoceiAe«idite« lave fcund  flirt IbrAeprt  two  vw 
fla  compo«e  irag  hM  flown  one  flW  of  fla  eortiei  to  dtartit  »*»  fl« 

pngected  tt  to  TlaeugtooiaelathettWBni>tiMthrtfliMee«MtitMn«y«ai«wriii.i» 

Hi>wevrtJiMtoriceluieirtiMt4iuh4betrinflrtedinteflaiitBi««»»fftif  llaAirForeeitill 

•q^thetfttmegioitaitodirtintiingeftoinaetieiBflaflitarelfflareliaoniL  Hie 

■TOtIurt^Aj^orcc^^)end$28Jiiiillioo*fcroiifytpwentoftii^^  lliefimds 


FBahtPurrtionsfp.  in 

•^rtinaled  fli^  duirtkae  to  remote  iiBgee  ta  fla  Aaelyrti  were  liaccuirte. ...  The 
durrtion  oventttan^  lewlted  m  tti  BBcoirete  fli^  cort  to  leoMKe  mart  because 
etroneous  average  flight  duration  afiMinalicm  was  11^ 

assumphOT  concenung  the  flight  duration  requited  to  obtain  adequate  training  lime  at 

^  di^  rangw  The  Air  Force  does  not  agree  with  the  audhort’ own  methoddodcal 

ttw^^^chu  touae^ori^a^e  rate#  and  hiitoiicalflig^  ^ 

S,J*^onsarebelwv^flaAirFoioeuItiinrt«ly«*pectte^ 

(^tainty  n^oM  law  been  flown  to  remote  raogei  without  A  refiieimg,ltoA«r 

only  10-20  BM^rftraining  on  the  negc.  Therelativ^i^Saindi^aoities 
ttd^bnef  am^  oftr^  ^  can  be  accompliahed  uniefiided?haa  than  ate 


SecOTrtpara:  ^Verecalail^  the  Air  Force  Analyiis  and  detennined  flat  no  cort  benefit  would 
tederrye^or^ertaUaliiBMofthelTR.  Baaed  on  the  366fli\Ki«fli^teoofdt  to  remote 

«rtnaintenanceofS2.0inillionand$26.7afllionoSlnre^^ 


fte  Air  Force’s  piq^  bouii  rt  dalent  raegee  tmaa  tla  Air  FoiteVpscjeeled  evwMe^S* 

duntKm  tunes  hourly  flight  oorta.  TMs  conpariaonindirrtmthrtdieAirP^iapfTmdd^fWid'm 
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^  to  £itaitt  nqgM  were  never  buih  tiiaa  it  wouU  ipeod  flying  to  distant  luges 

ifanITRwcrebuih.  TOs  is  seriously  wrong,  hoompareswiiatitwoiildoosttoflyuauditor- 

pngected  number  of  historically  short  duiatiw  nissions  wifliout  u  im  to  vriiat  it  would  cost  to 
fly  tile  Air  Force’s  prtjected  number  of longenhiialion  missions  wM»  the  niL  lUs  oompares 
Vpies  and  oruges  and  is  oomplete^  invaEd  u  a  basis  fiir  oanduAm  tiiat  tile  mt.  would  have 

cost  benefit.” 


Tr»ininpB*.piremMtsfnp  H-MI 

Fifth  and  remaining  sentences:  ‘We  deternnnedtiiat  the  366tii\Fingvri]l  be  required  to  conduct 
^iproximatdy  1 USSS  flightt  in  FY 1995  to  meet  Air  Foioe  Air  Condiat  Command  (ACQ  ttnining 
requirements  a  "contbat  read/*  status  (Appendix  D).  We  compared  the  required  tnumng 

fli^  to  the  flights  pr^ected  in  the  Air  Force  and  identified  u  overstatement  of 2,665  flights  (19 
percw)  (14,220  less  11,555).  Consequentiy,  die  Analysis  overstated  tiie  required  number  of 

traimng  flights  a  pilot  needs  to  be  in  a  ”combat  ready”  status.” 

■^ir  Force  lU^cnat-VfKieoBaa.  The  Air  Force  disegrees  with  tiielo^ctiiatntiitimuminlot 
traimng  requirem^  aim  determine  training  fli^.  The  fliying  hour  program  (FHP)detennine$ 
the  number  of  traiidng  flights.  TbeFHP  consists  ofutiHraifioB  rates  times  average  sortie  duration 
and  is  based  ra  many  Actors,  aich  as  inflight  maintenance,  weather,  adversaiy  scheduling,  ud  air 
traffic  control  proUems.  b  Act,  training  events  are  sdieduledaccoidiag  to  available  SMties.  For 

ft  given  sortie,  more  training  events  can  be  accomplished  at  a  local  range  than  at  §  ^ti***"^  range 
due  to  flyii^  time  cnniftimed  in  transit.  * 


Training  Ruee  Study  fo.  121 

First  para,  fifth  and  sixth  sentences:  ‘The  contractor  also  stated  tiiat  although  the  im  was  not 
neeM  for  the  366A  Wing  training,  the  ITR  would  enhance  tile  quality  of  training.  However,  no 
qualifications  were  made  to  the  dqree  tiiat  traimng  would  be  enhanced.” 

•vftrForceJtBqKmse-Noncoooir.  The  contractor  supports  the  mt  proposal  and  inade  the 
fi»IIo^  statement  in  tiieftudy:  ‘Wbacooipleted...therntwai  provide  aome  of  the  best 
training  in  the  U.S.  outside  ofNeOis;  and  will  appredably  enhance  tile  oontbat  cfibctiveness  of  tins 

hqiortantumt.”  f  ATT  Bio*  stujy.  p. 


Rrst  para,  aevendi  and  eii^senteocer  ‘During  our  diacusrionsvrith  ACC  ofl5ciaIs,tii(y  stated 
tint  ACC  (fid  not  agree  witii  tiie  contractor  study  condusions  on  the  need  fix’ the  ITR:  however 
tin  ACC  officials  could  not  document  the  basis  of  their  ffisagreement” 

^Air  Foret  Rt^xmae-’Scnccuait.  The  ACC  officials  did  not  disegiee  with  tin  contractor  stutb 
oaochiiions  on  the  need  fix  tin  ITR. 
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Second  pan,  fintMotcooe:  *Our  review  diowed  that  the  cepeMitiMaf^ 
the  training  quality  attributes  applicable  to  as&hWii^WMiimg" 

’A^FiretRe^ponae-ikaeoaca.  The  Air  Force  apeea  that  the  soutfaera  portion  ofOeUmt  is 
aatis&ctoiyibr  composite  fereettiiiiing.  However,  the  Air  Foice  disagrees  riiat  It  is  salis&ctoiy 
to  ^coo^osite  wing  because  it  is  located  eOecti^  240  NM  away.  TheNbtthRaitoea 
wiitahle  to  anything  otiier  than  small  composite  toiy  training- 


second  para,  last  sentence:  "Additionally,  die  Nofth  Range’s  training  quali^  attributes  would  be 
tother  enhanced  if  the  Crater  Island  Taiget  Complex,  at  an  esthnated  $1 .0  ndUioiL  were 

established.” 

Force  Jte^xmse- Nonconcur.  For  reasons  previous^  stated,  die  Iqrpodielical  Crater  Island 
Taiget  Complex  is  impractical  and  the  SI  .0  million  t»st  estmeie  k 


Third  para:  "Air  Forre  ACC  officials  admowledgwt  ftit 

Comid^  in  coigunction  with  other  capabilities  of  the  Utah  Range’s  North  was  a  viable 

alternative  to  establishing  the  ITR.  Air  Force  ACC  ofSdals  stated  that  the  Utah  Range’s  potential 
to  satisfy  36^  Wing  training  deserved  fiirther  evaluation.” 

^Air  Force  Re^Hjnse-’ttoacoaaii.  No  one  dealing  in  aiqr  racial  cqwdty  with  die  im  program 
made  this  statement.  ACC  fiillynpports  establish  the  IHl  and  does  not  believe  Crater  Island 
is  a  viable  aheiiiative. 


First  sentence:  *Tlieiswes  in  this  rqiort  dearly  show  that  establishing  the  ITR  would  create  an 
unwarranted  dupKcatioa” 

Force  tofioRse*  Nonconcur.  See  previous  reqxmsre. 


Fourth  sentence:  *1)00  budget  draw-downs  do  not  peniut  die  apemfitureofresouroes  to  satisfy 
a  need  that  exisdngavailalde  resources  can  meet”  '' 

idir  Force  to^ORse-  Nonconoir.  See  previous  wyonaes.  Eaasiiqg  available  resources  do  not 
meet  the  Air  Force’s  desire  to  enhance  the  qualify  of  die  coiqioaite  wing’s  tniniqg. 
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Fifth  md  renMumug  lentencei:  *Tlie  Air  Force  dioiildcttiodiu  propoied  action  to  eitd)luh  the 

nit  becauae  it  wouU  be  an  imwariBiited  du|dtcatk»  6f  cnsth^ 

ooft  benefit.  The  Air  Force  and  Idaho  National  OuirddiouldiiaeexittiegDoD  training  ranges 

to  meet  their  composite  fi)rcetiitnieg  needs  and  avoid  file  imneoeasafy  expenditure  of 

^^3dmatdyS35.4nuI]k»fioinFys  1994  through  1999.  If  the  Crater  UandTaiaetCoiiq>Iac 

wasestabBth^.tfaeS3S.4n(BlKoiiswouldhetndiice4ly«Ba^^  Q  t«T«/^ 

the  new  complex.** 

•^irFone  lUspome-Ykmoon^  See  previous  le^omes. 


Second  paragraph:  **We  recommend  that  the  Air  Force  D^utyOuefofStafi^  nans  and 
Operations,  cancel  the  effort  to  establish  the  Idaho  Trahaeg  Rapge  and  continue  the  use  of 
odsting  training  fiicOities.'' 

•Air  Force  Rgspottse-  Nonconcur.  The  rm  has  the  stioi«  support  ofAir  Force  and  DoD  senior 
leadeia,  including  the  Chairman  ofthe  Joint  Chieft  of  Staff!  Tte  draft  audit  report  does  not 
change  the  basis  ftn*  the  Air  Force's  position. 


Audit  Team  Members 
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